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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

REGENED &"INSPECTED

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro sed MABm3k~JRR§
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

I: • AI ROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmebj!~rr1tl'~,3.:llU1~~lf-~

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(l) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is oftc;:!n a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks -- and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature ----.

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Phone
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MB Docket No. 04·233
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Date
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Address ;

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ed R~T!} (t1;J.eOB
"NPRM JI

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '.Uj

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme..J c'i'GS-MAtlteAeSOM ;
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. I-
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who

do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The Fil"$t Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

c1tiiL
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Organization (if any)
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

MAR 3 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr posed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAlLROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P cfjGQ
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. -

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

-~~~~-\rRECtNEO &lNSPEC1'm

MAR 31 2008

.ltROOM 1

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of sp.ecific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automati~lIy barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secula~ stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Date

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Organization (if any)
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amen
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be ad

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster;
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes ot:applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity floWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pllIblic interest.

We urge theFCC~ules. proCedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I am very concerned about the upcoming rule changes announce in the L
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

First, I object to the concept that the FCC is forcing radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take
advice from people who do not share their values. The proposals could impose such unconstitutional and
unwanted mandates. I am worried that broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even 1055 of license for choosing to follow their
consciences. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints broadcaster presents on air.

Second, I am concened about the idea that every radio station is a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. I choose to support these radio stations because of the content they
ofter.

Third, I don't want to see the FCC force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, should not be dictated by government agencies
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

Fourth, the FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves could amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages that match
their beliefs could face long and expensive renewal proceedings.

Lastly, I am concerned about the proposed requirement to require staff presence whenever a station is on
the air. Technology has existed for many years that allows stations to automate this process, especially
during overnight hours. With the tight bUdgets of many Christian radio stations and other "niche" types of
stations, this could become and unnecessary financial burden. This could easily force service cutbacks 
and would not serve the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~lL~
Signature

Name
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noticl~~jN'!ZM!:2ll·~~__---

Rulemaking (the '~RM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear FCC:

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number ofproposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice
from people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals
would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from
those who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including
the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must
present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and
everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even ifa
religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.
The choice ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would
be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electr1city flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staffpresence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

I urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

t(~kTe-:n;:;<:be:..cr:'-;g~~.(j....J2.-c...q'
P.O. Box 567
212 Railroad 81.
Milesburg, PA 16853
814-355-3191



I '$ubmit the, following ~,Q.mmen.ts,iA [~spQn$e, to ,the LeGalism Notice of Proposed Rule I g,
,'. (the"N;p'AM"), re,leased Jan. 24, 2068, i~ MB Docket No t\E' &\NS~ttED

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme t rights. A n1JftJ.a~ of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not b ad~3 1

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, ~~~~~~~~:;::..J
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board~ would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming, The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to forte reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intr!Jde on, c~~stitpti,onally-protected editorial choices.

. '... , - ", .'

(4) M~nyChrjstian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. KeePing,the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
§q~:t~~ze [!iche an9 smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
reqL1ir'ing ~taff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location ~ho.,ices~ R~ising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the-public interest~,- --., - .. - -.-----...---__ . "... " _, .. _" _

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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SaveChristiari'Radio.com Page 1of3
FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIANRADIO STATIONS!

Tell the FCC to keep FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper with Christian and
. . religious programming!

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to either modify
their messages or be forced from the air.

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of
the Gospel, potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If
enacted, the proposals could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their
messages by including input from those who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of
costly, long an~lpotentially ruinous government inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio
station to take programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of
an area's population. That means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take
programming advice from people whose values are at odds with the Gospel! A well -organized

group of atheists, abortionists or secular humanists could demand representation - and have
standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they were turned away.

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster ",ho stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise
on matters ofconscience, could find his or her station' s license renewal tied up for many years
as the FCC con:;;iders complaints and allegations over nothing more than the station's chosen
broadcast message!

PROPOSAL: Among the ptoposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every
three months, how 1p.u;ch programming 'ofvarious types has been broadcast, who produced it, and

." ,,";'.' l " ': •

how if1.te±1ects 1Jh.e interests of a'cross-section oflocal residents - even those who do not share
Gospel values.

RESlJLT~ Ifenaeted,such requireJ:tlents will give Christi311 Radio's Ci)pponents.powerful new
tools to harass and possibly silence {]-Qspel.inspired voices. .Ar.p1ed with these reports, . .•.
adversaries can file complaints with the FCC against Christian'Broadcasters who refuse to
compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian Station that insists on only pure Gospel
progrannmng could'lbe·made to;pay a high 'price for its refusal to yield airtime to those with other
messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of
airtime to any group that requests it - much like cable television systems make time available
on "public access channels." I



SaveChristianRadio.com Page 2 of3
RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind ofopen public
forum, Christian Radio is a combination ofpulpit and mission. The government cannot force .
messages from any pulpit, nor insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints.contrary to the
Gospel. The same way, it should not be forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages
promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or atheists.

RESULT: The FCC is 8Iso considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force
speech on unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight
year·1icense.term Gould!fmd itlS license renewal challenged.

While this has long been true, in recent years, the delays caused by these challenges usually more
ofa nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These
government experts had 'authority to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal
presented: --- - - - . --- - - '- - - - - - - - - -

PROPOSAL: But the FCC is considering a renewal processing procedure that would take
renewal-granting:'J.!Iower out ofthe hands ofqualified civil servants when a Christian station, in
good eOlilseienc,e,lhas kept its: message pure and not allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate
other messages. Instead ofroutine processing by civil servants, such a station's renewal
application will be subject to the often multi-year process of-review by the politically-appointed
FCC commissioners.

RESULT: Not only will such a designation make a license renewal more time-consuming, but
also more costly to obtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater

assistance from lawyers and other consultants ,- added expenses that could prove ruinous.

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs ofproviding Christian
Broadcasting services by eliminating labor-saving technological enhancements that make it
possible to operate radio stations, at least part ofthe time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, ,the FCC is

_ cPllsi~ermg a,;ul~1Q..r~q,~~gwhen~ver a.ra~io ~ta~on i.s on the air -:- even ifall the
progr~g~atthatiifu~~is dMiv.er~d by',s·atellite. God's love maYbe"free to all, but getting the

word out will become even more expensive':" perhapstoo exp~nSivefor some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal that would force many Christian stations
to relocate their main studio facilities.

...



.,-:~~·:i-:,:'iI~~. o3i.fUfi- ~

S~1~~b,riftt!~4~i~,crm ~a~e 3: of3~', ~,.., . _" . .
RES~T: Now, It IS If)OSsl~le to serve several tlllSSlOnS from one locabon. But under this

", .prop0s~; 11;l~Y ~o:"lec:ation arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily 'operating costs
and imposing immediate expenses related to moving, construction ofother facilities and
overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs ofbroadcasting, including multiplying
electricity expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some
Christian Broadcasters with little choice: either cut back or give up. The First Amendment
protects the free exercise ofreligion. The government must not be allowed to impose rules that
violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation strong on the

nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional rights
are at stake. '

HERE'S wHAT YOU CAN DO:
The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The

FCC can only make rule changes based on evidence - and the evidence you submit can make a
difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying whatthe FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the
docket number on top ofthe letter to be: sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Com....eJ;l.s,~~"Response to Localism Notice ofProposed
Rulemaking. , .

Mailyour.,?omments,so the,y arrive by April 14, 2008 to .

Using"tbe us RostaIISer.vice:
The Seeretary
FedeJiahCommmcations Commission,
445 "t2th Stre.et;'SW~, "
Washington, DC 20554 . '.
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Or usbtg FedEi, Ul!S, Dmuoqlimilar.~~emc~s:.
The Secretary, , . , " "
Federal'Communications Commission, , . ,- ',I

9300 ~~t ijam~on Dri¥e '
Capitol' Heightsi MD 2Q743
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

'f,

B-w- lnternet: Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment
submission assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom ofreligion and
freedom ofspeech are threatened. Desc~ibe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they

will cause, ifthey are adopted. For help 'locating your Senators and Congressman - visit
http~f.lwww.savechristianradio.com ', ,
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€~I\l.~~$S i,~e$p'~~~,se'to Iuocalispl Notice,o,f.Pr.oposed Rulemaking , MAR ,0 1 2008
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rTf' I submit the follo~g comments in response to the Localism Notice ofPropos d Rulemakin~ I 'OOM
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any new F QQ; :Ie§l
or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number ofproposals discussed, in the
NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(l) The FCC must liot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who d@ not-share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such uncolilstitutional mandJites. Religious broadcasters who resist advice,from those who
don'~,shaFe~~ir v~lles\e~u1djfate~mcre::fS€d'h;:wassment, complain.tsand even loss of license for
cno(its-m:gttt@ f@ltow(tlii:tftlt.tiWnr~~its~ten~e'~;~FaiherrthWi~a!llo'Wibg inc@mpatFble viewpoints to shape
'their progra.mming. The FIrst Ain~dmeJ.ilt.prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2tThe FCC must not tum every radtostation inTo apublicToriuil w1.£i~:in~oti~'!lP.~~ve~one .
has rights to aU- :ti~e ..:Pr0pos~:d p~bJic &clces~ requirements would do so "":'even if~ feligtous I ,

broadcaster consCi~ngou\sly otjects to the'niessage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
messig¢ delivery ~u!I1laates otl."any religion.

, " , ,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
pro~ams would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review ofcertain classes ofapplicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion ofreligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal P!oceedings;

Da~/ &Ko7A
Address

,-<if/( - fa;z. --¥S---zJCa
Phone

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge.' Yet, the Commission proposes to
:funhe~ ,£que.e:z;e mch.~ a,ysl' sniQll~r ll!..at1k~t btoa4~asters2..by substaptially raising costs, in two

~ 1,_ .-.~ ~ t- s.;: 'r-''''- .,....- ..,,- --- - ~--... - - -'''' ~ ....... _~ --~ _

ways: (a) ,by ,~.teq~g;::sta'ff' pr.esence"'whenever a statiol1 ison the air and, (b) by further
restricting main stUdih lo'eation choices. Raising costs willi these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the ,FCC not to adopt
rules, procedure or policies discussed above. '
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FCC PROPOSALS CO'flLD'SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONS!

Tell the FCC to keep FREE SPEECHF~E and not to tamper with Christian and
religious programming!

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to either modify
their messages or be force4 from the air.

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of
the Gospel, potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If
enacted, the proposals could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their
messages by including input from those who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of
costlY,:long',and potentially ruinous government inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio
station to take programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of
an area's population. That means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take
programming advice from people whose values are at odds with the Gospel! A well -organized

group ofatheists, abortionists or secular humanists could demand representation - and have
standing to cause trouble at the FCC ifthey were turned away.

RESlJ'LT: AnyChristian Broa4caster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise
on matters ofconscience, could find his or her station' s license renewal tied up for many years
as the FCC con~iders complaints and allegations'over nothing more than the station's chosen
broa«east ni6ss~ge!' .. " . .

PRO..:POSAL: Amdtlg the proposed new re,gulations are requirements that stations report, every
three ~?~~, how ~~~~ p'rQgramming~of-\ianous types has been broadcast, who produced it, and
how itreflects the ihtetests ofa,\cross-section oflocal residents - even those who do not share
Gospel values. )
RESULT: Ifenacted, such req:qirem~nts will,~ive Christi~ Radio's,9Pponent~::p0WHrful ~eNV' ...
tools to harass and possibl¥ sile"'nce, €lb~pe]} Htspil:ec1voic(;{S. Armed with these ~eports, .-' '
adversaries dan,file compl~ts-with 1ilite,FOC against Christian\Broadcaster's who refuse to
compromise on·Gospel principles; any Christian Station that insists on only pure Gospel

1., '~" '-:P~Qgr~g q~.pld be mader1:o.'~ayahigh pric~,'for its refusal to yield.airtiine to those with other :.
'''1 messages.

PROPOSAL: One p~0posed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of
airtime,to any grollP'1hat requests it - much like .cable television systems make time available
011 "public access chahhels." .

.>

\
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RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind ofopen public
forum, Christian Radio is a combination ofpulpit and mission. The government cannot force
messages from any pulpit, nor insist that missionaries.,promulgate viewpoints contrary to the
Gospel. The same way, it should not be forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages
promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or atheists.

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force
speech on unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight
year license tenn could find its license ren.ewal challenged.

While this has long been true, in recent years', the delays caused by these challenges usually more
ofa nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These
government experts had authority to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal
pr-esented. .- -- --~ ---- - ------ - ~ .'- - .

PROPOS~But!the~FCC iSI€onsidenng,a l1enewal processing procedure that would(take
renewal-grantmg-poWel\Out ofthe hands~of (;):ualified 'Civil,senvants when a Christian station, in
good oon~oieD,.ee, ,has,kept'its,mess3I?;e'ptlF€i"ahd not ,allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate
other messages. Instead ofroutine processing by civil servants, such a station's renewal
application will be subject to the often multi-year process ofreview by the politically-appointed
FCC commissioners.

RESULT: Not olrly will such a designation make a license renewal more time-consuming, but
also more costly to obtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater

assistance from lawyers and other consultants - added expenses that could prove ruinous.

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs ofproviding Christian
Broadcasting services by eliminating labor-saving technological enhancements that make it
possible to operate radio stations, at least part ofthe time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the nonn for years, the FCC is

.c~J,!siclering &~e to'li~N"Uire &,~g :wh.enever a fadio s~~ion is on the air - even ifall the
_. -progta.rmta'ngttl'h1.fiim1:ns 'd'el'iverrab)TSamrme. GOcl'~10ve may oefree-to- all, but gettingtlie

Or • \ - I

word out will become even more expensive - perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal that would force many Christian stations
to relocate their main studio facilities.
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.SUllJ?l~OW1. it is.p3e to serve several missions from one location. But under this
propp~al, many co-location ~angements would be forced.to end - raising daily operating costs
a'nd imposmg.immediate expenses related to moving, construction ofother facilities and
overseeing forcclil'relocatiQns. '. , ,

i

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs ofbroadcasting, including multiplying
electricity expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some
Christian Broadcasters with little choice: either cut back or give up. The First Amendment
protects the free exercise ofreligion. The government must not be allowed to impose rules that
violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation strong on the
nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional rights
are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:
The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The

FCC can only make rule changes based on evidence - and the evidence you submit can make a
difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the
docket number on top ofthe letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice ofProposed
Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using the US :Rostal'Service:
The Secretary
Feder{l} Communications Commission,
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission I'

9300 E"ast<rHarri]>ton Drive
Capitol Heights, MD 20743
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment
subinission assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom ofreligion and
freedom ofspeech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they

will cause, if they are adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit
http://www.savechristianradio.com '
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(l) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. ,Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their v.alues could face increased.•harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to fQIlowtherr-own consdences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

'(2) The FCC must not-tum every radio station into a publiG forum-where anyone-and everyone
has rights to air time. Propose.d public a'?tC~ss' requifemtnts would do so - even ifareligious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to thtmessage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of .
message deliverr mandates oll-any religi0n.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making information. The
choice ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processmg. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review ofcertain classes ofapplicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion ofreligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. ...

~ture
.A S;S

Name

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two
ways: (n) by requiriTIg staffpresence whenever astation-is on the air and, (bJoy further
restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt

s, procedures or policies discussed above.

~

Phone

.iiiSes :E
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the~RlVr tiJ.ele~d
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~ ;-" ~

9'~ ·.-"2 ~
Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism anr~ersi~f ~
viewpoints. °0 ' ,

~
The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
s~rve as Important gateways fo~ new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - Increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented. ',-

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would SUbstantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these i1j,.advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
.unstaff~d operations will not !mp(C?ve r~sponsivenes~ to a 10c~1 commJJnity..To. the comrary, it will Ukely lead stations to
brpadcastfetver hours or shut down altdgether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide mGre service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, inclUding women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater fleXibility in
selecting the loc~tlon ofth.eir main stUdios, particularly in situations in which a broadbaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. Ifthe Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - particularly sm,all market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public·access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radiO and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those-who stnuggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the CPJllmunities they serve - it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is de.licate, '~nd the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in servite that is both diminished and less diverse. '

........- Respectfully SUbmitted,

Title (if an1)

Ornani.,.atinn (if an,,'

Date ~~e

//e::LUk
Address ~~~.I~,~,;? 5t6/

QVi- ~~9-9'~4?
Phone
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GOlf,lments in Response to Localism Notice 6f~6posecl Rlllemaking ~ ~,p'. 'tV~efa
~B?~/c~et ~~~~4.233 DC -97;'1. lS>O~q
- . . ' I suomlttlie foilOwing comments in response to the Localism Notic~ of Proposed RUlemakint~ " I?f
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233.' ~O

, !'Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of OJ))
proposals dis'cussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espeCially reiigio'us broadcasters, to take advice from
, people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

fl 'J

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into apublic forum where' anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblit access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Anlemdmeht forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
propO~,als to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouh;J1 intrude on
constitutionally-protect~d editor.ial choices. " .~~

"r
(4) The FCC must not .establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routh~ renewal application processing. The prol1losedlMandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those'w~o stay true to their consciences and present onlyr'the' messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

" I : ' ilJJ '

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many'smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricitYsflowing is often a challenge.• Yet, the Commission: proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbs~antially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statlcpn is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising, posts with these Rfoposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed"s~rvice is contrary to the
public interest. ;;.E

' •. : I
I

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

II. ,
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~omments in Resp~onseto Localism Notice of~~rQPosed Rulemaking
NIB- Docket No", 04~233 ,_ -,

Received & Inspected

MAR S1'2008

FCC Mail Room

,"

~ I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No.
04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, woUld
'10 so - ,and must,not b~ adopted. '

(1) The FCC mwst not force, radio station:s~especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not share their values. The NPRM';s,
proposed advisory board proposals would impose.sl.Ich unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complairits and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible
viewpoints te.shape th~irprogramming. The First !A.mefldment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
paf,f:itiiJlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) - The FCC ml:'.lst not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone_and everyone has rights, to air tim(3. Propos~d public access _
requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
deJiv~tY mandates on any -religion. - -

(3) The FCC must-not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming, especially religious programming,
is not properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application
processing. The'proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Th-ase who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a
challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would
force service cutbacks - and curtailed service 'is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

3 - ~5-0<6'
Date

B
Ms. Amy Baney
1701 Ridge Rd
Warriors Mark, PA 16877

t61tf-- (, 3-2. - 'B'5" If-

:..f.:. .. ~ .



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRMD

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, 'complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather thap alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prol:libits g,:>vernmerit, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PrQpo~~ public access requir;ements would 'do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously:objegts,~~.4lile message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religidn. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especi~lIy religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force r~P'02·9.~eJ:l such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
.constitutiOi1aJly-proteJt~"lltitoriSI choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
'autamatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reView of certain classe.§,of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religit::lUs broadq."asters. "Fhose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters,operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eJEf,ctricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squ~eze niche and small~r market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stUdio location choices.
Rai~IFlg costs with these~PFoposals would, force service cutbacks - and culitailed service is contrary to the
public linterest.

We~ur:ge tl:1e FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

H(l(i>o/cI~r
Name

~0r,9~Q~ation (if any)
, ,
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the "~~~'J'I~e~~M
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCv-MA LMVV

L.:,...;~~";"'-----

~~0f~tl:re·l:>r0posals'in NPRM, contrary to-the FCC's stat!3d.objectiv:es,-would.harm both localism and diversity of
:yjoew~8ints. ..

.:JjIDe,tr;ue.weILsP..d.!l€l§;;.Qfl00alisr.T.l.ar.ld.dLver:sit~Lar..e..sI.DaJJ'§~J!1p-r~et ra9'~ ~J9tions andr.~tatiMIs-offeFing speeialized;
prQgramming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programminQJ:-rhese.types of stations also
lefl7e as iiffp-ortant gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating co~ts are. quickly rising, ~more Am~ricans are turning to new media, the~e~f¥L.p-!.Qp,o.s.c~~•
r.lire:as.cll:.e~s;thatwotlld-stlbstar:ltlally rals·e;.costs~ - som-mnIFl~4t:1aLwllL:b.e~ ke.enly::feltameng_srnall market and' speclsl.lzed
programmiri-g'broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals Would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving-iechrfology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations'
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their sayings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in,
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situatipfls in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several 'IJElarby communities. If the Commission were to force'each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary, real estate costs.

-
The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would:
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the'Crlili)liID.i'S!j(iimilililt!Lattrir(j)~mlre~Gji~n~fi@lifi~~fifr;t(re:·so7statie1l!S cut back on service 'or'drop~el:lb
T._iS'Wf)=mali>li<liljlteljest~imtili3I}'ic.~that is-both .diminished and less diverse.

I '
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Respectfully submitted,

~ClJt.8/1J1i5
fRANCIS f. MAKA8tu)lci-

Name, " ,_.,

Or~~nization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 RECEIVED&INSPECTED

Isubmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 0 ProPVAft"I,~lfip (the
"NPRM~), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am I'!o__oiMAll~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be"m'J1opl1e1t.'.-...:;;::.:..::..:=.:::..1

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date
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Cc:unn111'll$' ih~Re~ponse to LocaUsmcNotice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 CE\VEO &\MSPEC1ED

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 0 ~~posed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . S, 1 2008

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violat irst Amen ment ri hts. n~mJ:leJ.nf a
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mus no e a ~e'c_MA\LRUUM

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadca rs, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.. Religious broadcasters who re~ist advice from those who don't share their
val~es 'could f~oe l@pTi . .: ha(~ssment,complaints aod even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
cor\"SGiences,dathe1tif 'l:IlIowi~g ir;Jc~ljJ1patiale vie'A!Points to shape their programming. The First
Ame.li1dment prohibits 9~v.emment;- ineh:lding·the· FCC, from dictatingewhat.viewpoints.a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming. is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to foroe. reporting on such things as who produced whatprograms would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
co~respond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgetsr as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, :the Commission proposes to further
squeel:e niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising.costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air aod, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks -and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.

~,1h'YI+
Signature

Jv,ntt! If.. Mcl\lQAtrhIon _.
Name

Title- (if any)

Date
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
valu,es could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conseiences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionallY,:,PTotected editorial choices.

Name

Signature

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r-evievit,ef e~rtain: 91.~ss~s.of ap'plicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
~eli~iol!ls broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to th~ir beliefs could face long, expensive amd P~t~DJi~lIy ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar.ket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising, costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

F.: C not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

A tb4 &..b~V
Date ,. ..

:3~9?-~~p OrHec:.
loG~0fXJ.-,· Ftf ~S?~
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

~eENEO &\NSPEClEO

M~R S1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of roposed Rulemaking.(tbeM 1

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I FGC-MA\LRUU _
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster.
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. ThQse who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~J
J<fZ'IST(N ~.A«No~

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

MAR 3 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr posed RUlemaki~(the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules,.policles or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must-not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters Who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Iicem.e for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what \liewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum Where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public. access requirements would do so - ever if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impcsition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prQgramming, is not properly dictated ty.any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programH would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whi:h certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves w)uld amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinou$ renewal proceedings.

(5) Many'Christian broadcast~rs operate on tight budgets, as do m:my smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Com nission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bro~dcasters, by substantially raising CO:3ts in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studJo location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

:',1
We urge the FCC not t adopt rUles, procedures or poliCIes discussed abov 3.

Date

Jj 'J, 3 <5tficNih.. MtL i ~
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Prop'osed"Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

o <l!-- ~~Fi1
RECEiVED &\Ng

W!~R S1 1.008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ed RUlemakiP~(~OM

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC.MI~p..~,,,;::.....;...---

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcaster-so Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~-4~L
Name

Title (if any)

'Lnru ~ .A2?~
Organization (if any)

57() - q cP a - ;3 q 9 9
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this proposal, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters

with little choice: either cut back or give up.

The Fi~t ~mendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to

impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

strong on the nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional

rights are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

, , .
The FCC is taking comments on thes~ proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The FCC

can only 'make rule changes based on'~vidence - and the evidence you submit can make a differEincel "

By Mail: 'Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket

number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:

The Secretary The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

9300 East Hampton Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

Ybtl criri'also write to your Senators'and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and'freedofn of

speecti'Elr~;'threal~ried:Destribe the p~oblematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they eire

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit http://www.savechristianradio.com

SaveChristianRadio.com Page 3 of3
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Lewis E. Guerin Jr.
Flora M. Guerin
2480 Isaac Lane
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

March 22, 2008

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
ELECTRONIC COMMENT FILE SUBMISSION

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

MAR 3 1 l008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th. Street, SW
Washington, D.C. 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau-

Dear Sirs:

It has come to our attention that there is a THREAT to Christian Broadcasting!

Freedom ofReligion and speech are threatenedl

Is it true that they are thinking ofrequiring stations to report, eve!)' three months, how much programming
ofvarious types.have been.broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects the interests ofa cross-
section oflocal residents· even those who do not share gospel values1

This would be very costly to broadcasters· and time consuming.

'This, among many other restrictions is not good.

p~EAse; .. KEEP FREE SrSECH FREE!

Atid·<lo~'t tam,per with e~stian ·and religiaus PWgramming.

'~ ~ 9:~'~~~~:::r~.Gue· Jr.

.t,'lI,

.;. "* (
.·Tl'!

. ~;,

Page 1
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

9«.Ci.tf.O&\l\~C1al

\A~R s1 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose fO~lt\ef\OOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion;

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The F~C must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on ti9l:1t budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. . .

We urge.the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

-~~~~-~~------------
Date

Signature

tLi~1:o.riCL,-+&~~\~
N~rhe·· ."

Title (if.aIJY) ,

" J' "
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Comments in Response to localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mus}present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time._ Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutional!y-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in Which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

prJ). 13t>-f {l 'f-~~-e__/11 0

Address ~ 57Rb~
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Date

Phone

Signature

Organization (if any)

Name
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED&INSPECTED

MAR 3 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr ,~s:l~~making(the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 20~8, in MB Dockdt ~o. 04-233. \,iv-MAILROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not liolate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must ptesent.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time~ Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

mf) cft'dJdztOAPJ~
Signature

Date

rruilh A. Wtur (ey
Name f

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Phone
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of ProPQsed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233 I

I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

tj.s. Cd-t~
Title (if any)

Organization (If any)
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Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Or using FedEx, UPS,..-DHL or similar

services: .

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
9300 East Hampton Drive
Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

liAR S 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ed RM'emaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. , 'ROOM 1
F~C·MA\... -

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment~. lUI I,uer of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller: market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)


